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The essential elements of an Accelerated School Project
were described .

This included the population to be served,

the typical models of teaching and administering education
for this population, the elements of the Accelerated School's
Project Model, and the model for implementing the project in
an elementary school.

A journal of activities undertaken by

John Muir Elementary in the Seattle School District as it
implemented the Accelerated School's Project was included.
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CHAPTER 1
Background of the Study

Introduction

Accelerated Schools Project was designed to move
students who are below grade level academically up to grade
level performance before the end of elementary school.
Rather than an addition to the existing curriculum or
educational program the Accelerated Schools Project was more
a set of harmonious practices that blend together to
reinforce each other towards the common goal of accelerating
the learning of the disadvantaged student.
Successful implementation of the Accelerated Schools
Project in a school which had a number of at-risk students
required the involvement of the parents, community members,
students, teachers, administration, other faculty, and
central offices personnel.

These members working together

and making decisions in the best interest of the students
accelerated the learning of the students so that by the time
the student completed the sixth grade their academic
performance was at or above grade level.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to describe the elements
of the Accelerated Schools Project and how it was
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implemented in John Muir Elementary in the Seattle Public
School District, Seattle, Washington.

Statement of the Problem

Accelerated School Project was a clearly focused,
research-based set of harmonious practices that worked in
concert to accelerate the learning of all students,
especially those who are at-risk academically.

Its hallmarks

were the unity of purpose developed by the participants, the
empowerment of the participants to effect a change in the
school, and the manner in which the participants built on the
existing strengths found in the school.
This study described the essential elements of an
Accelerated School and presented how these elements were
incorporated in John Muir Elementary School in Seattle,
Washington.
Significance of the Problem

In The United States the schools were asked to:
develop citizenship and create workers, assimilate immigrants
into the American culture; create a society that is literate;
bring technology to the populace; foster economic growth;
and, the schools were asked to solve these problems as the
at-risk or disadvantaged student become a larger portion of
the population (Hopfenberg, 1990).
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The school had long been viewed as the path to better
opportunities in life.

Yet, the students that entered the

doors of the schools increasingly lacked the experiences and
skills on which the standard school curriculum was built.
They, further, had gaps economically and culturally between
their experiences and those of the mainstream American
education.

The mismatch between the home resources and

experiences and the resources and experiences expected by the
school were what placed a student at-risk of academic failure
in the schools (Hopfenberg, 1990).
Once a student entered the school with a mismatch in
background and expectations the student's weaknesses often
became the emphasis of their schooling rather than their
strengths being the focus.

This was done by placing them in

remedial classes and slowing down their instruction with no
attempt made at getting them back up to grade level
(Hopfenberg, 1990).
A student who was at-risk typically was two years behind
his or her peers by the end of sixth grade and four years
behind by twelfth grade, if they remained in school that
long.

About half of the at-risk population dropped out

before graduation from high school.

These students were

highly susceptible to drug use, crime, and pregnancy.

As

adults these students lacked the basic skills needed for
gainful employment in the United States (Hopfenberg, 1990).
Accelerated Schools Project was designed to bring the
student up to grade level by the end of 5ixth grade and
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prepare them for success in the school setting during the
remaining years of instruction.

This was done by

accelerating the learning of the students.

The acceleration

was planned and implemented by those that know the students
best, their parents, teachers, school personnel and the
administration of the schools.

Definition of Terms

At-risk student

A person between the ages of six and

eighteen who entered school with a set of experiences,
skills, and resources that differ from those expected by the
school.

Disadvantaged student

Used synonymously with At-risk

student.

Accelerated learning

Increasing the amount of learning that

takes place in a given amount of time.

This could be through

increased amount of learning at a given level or the
increased difficulty of material or even a combination of the
two.

Accelerated Education

The strategy by which accelerated

learning was achieved.
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Limitations of the Study
For the purpose of conciseness and focus it was
necessary to set the following limitations:
1.

Scope:

The project study was limited to John Muir

Elementary School, an elementary school of 236 students and
12 certificated staff in the inner city of Seattle,
Washington.
2.

Participants:

The project study was limited to the

staff at John Muir Elementary who were assigned to the school
two or more days per week.
3.

Literature and Research:

The preponderance of

literature summarized in Chapter 2 was limited to research
current within the past eight years.
4.

Time: The project study focused on the first year

(1990-91) of a proposed six year implementation cycle of
Accelerated Schools Program in the Seattle School District.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The literature reviewed in Chapter 2 has been organized
in the following sections:
1.

General Characteristics of the At-risk Population.

2.

Cost of Underserving or Not Serving the At-risk
Student.

3.

The Typical Model for Teaching the At-risk Student.

4.

The Typical Model for Administering a School.

5.

The Accelerated School Project .
A.

Introduction of the Model

B.

Preliminary Reports of Gains in Pilot
Schools.

C.

Defining Accelerated Learning and
Accelerated Education.

6.

7.

D.

Guiding Principles

E.

Features of an Accelerated School

F.

Values, Attitudes and Beliefs

Implementing the Accelerated Schools Program
A.

Governance Structure

B.

Inquiry Process

C.

Central Office Support

D.

District School Board Goals

E.

Providing Time

The Principal as Instructional Leader
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General Characteristics of the At-Risk Population
Levin, professor of education and economics at Stanford
University, stated that those students who have been
identified as a part of the at-risk population make up onethird of the elementary population (Levin, 1990, 1987, 1986).
The at-risk students tended to come from non-white, Hispanic,
and immigrant homes, that had low incomes, and parents with
little education (Levin, 1986).

At-risk students lacked the

home and community resources that enabled them to benefit
from typical or conventional schooling.
benefitting from the most recent reforms.

This included
These students

entered the educational system with learning gaps and without
skills that were considered to be prerequisite for learning
(Hopfenberg, 1990, Levin, 1987).
These students were likely to have low academic
achievement and likely to drop out of the educational system
during secondary school.

Nearly 50% of the at-risk students

testing at the twenty-fifth percentile dropped out.

They

experienced less academic success, lower self-esteem, more
drug and alcohol use, and teenage pregnancies than their notat-risk peers (Levin, 1990, 1987, 1986).

Cost of Underserving or Not Serving At-Risk Students
As these students left school without successful
intervention during their schooling they were more likely
than their not-at-risk peers to have a negative impact on the
quality of the labor force, the economy, higher education,
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poverty, crime rates, and the cost of public services (Levin,
1990, 1987, 1986).
As previously stated these students were typically found
with greater frequency in minority groups, immigrants, nonEnglish speaking families and economically disadvantaged
groups (Levin, 1987).

If this population of disadvantaged

learners increases, and there are many indications that their
numbers will increase (Levin, 1986), there will be in our
society dual elements.

One element of the society will be

highly educated and economically able, with a majority of its
members white.

The other part of the society which will be

predominantly non-white, economically disadvantaged and
experiencing high unemployment rates, low earnings, and
menial occupations.
With this dual level society will come greater influence
in the disadvantaged population's political power.

This

increase in political and voting power comes with being a
larger proportion of the society.

This will result in

political conflict and carry the potential for social
upheaval (Levin 1986, 1987, 1990).
It was imperative that educators provide the at-risk
students an education that was designed to decrease their
chances of dropping out of school and becoming a member of
the dual society that is economically disadvantaged.
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The Typical Model for Teaching the At-Risk Student

In the typical schools where the at-risk population were
taught the strategies employed in their teaching reduced the
learning expectations and placed them in classes where they
progress at a slower than usual pace and never reach the
instructional level where they benefitted by being
mainstreamed (Hopfenberg, 1990 1 Levin, 1990).

This

institutionalized them as slow learners and reduced the
expectations for their success (Levin, 1990).

This caused

them to fall farther and farther behind in their education
and by the end of sixth grade these students were, on
average, two full years behind their not-at-risk peers and by
twelfth grade four years behind them (Levin, 1987).
At-risk students were often relegated to learning
activities which emphasize rote learning.

This memorization

of material, this drill-and-practice of the mechanics of
learning was stressed over the higher level thinking skills
and omitted crucial learning skills such as analysis, problem
solving, applications, and concept formation.

Having the

students move at this plodding pace, and learning by rote
further reinforced low expectations and further lowered the
students' self-esteem.

This slow and plodding pace also did

not keep the students interested and motivated in learning
(Hopfenberg, 1990, Levin, 1988, 1990).
In addition, this method did not provide any mechanism to
close the learning gap between the advantaged and the
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disadvantaged learners (Levin, 1987).

Seldom was a

timetable, mechanism or incentives in place to move the
students from remedial or compensatory programs into
mainstream or regular classes (Levin, 1988).
This method did not take advantage of the teachers,
parents, and other staff members within the schools who had
first hand knowledge of the students and their needs.

That

is, the teachers, parents and other staff members had few
opportunities to effect the curriculum, organization, or
educational strategies within the school.

These persons

knew the students and their needs well and yet were not often
been given the opportunity to devise the solutions for the
disadvantaged learner (Levin, 1987).

The Typical Model for Administering a School

When at-risk children have been assigned to a remedial
program the strategy failed because it labeled them as slow
learners and the expectations on them were reduced.

These

students were pulled out of the regular classroom or the
regular classroom was adapted to their needs.

In either case

the pace of instruction slowed through the use of remedial or
compensatory educational services and the students fell
farther and farther behind their peers.

Teachers and parents

were not provided with strategies to improve the learning of
their students and children (Hopfenberg, 1990.
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Levin, 1987).

There has been much school reform over the last twenty
years.

There were some successes, yet, for the most part the

results were not encouraging for the disadvantaged students
(Levin, 1987).
Most schools held a technocratic perspective.
schooling was viewed as a controlled experiment.

That is,
In this

experiment the teacher was viewed as a technician who has
produced a determinable and generalizable result in the
students.

This viewing of the teacher as a technician rather

than a professional encouraged the loss of freedom and
inspiration within the classroom and interfered with the
teacher's ability to adjust to situations encountered there.
Course work that emphasized facts and competencies left
little room for intellectually stimulating material.
Emphasizing these facts and competencies also left little
room for the processes learned along with those facts and
competencies.

A technocratic perspective was not

"necessarily line[d] up with the strengths, knowledge,
weaknesses, desires, and interests of the staff, parents, or
students (Hopfenberg, 1990)."
Finally this administration with a technocratic view had
the students learn that knowledge was external, something to
memorize, rather than something they created and thereby
owned from within (Hopfenberg, 1990).
Documents such as A Nation At Risk (1983) advocated
raising the academic standards for all students.

The

recommendations were made without providing additional
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resources for the academically disadvantaged.

This raising

of standards caused the at-risk students to be even more
likely to drop out because they were working two to four
years behind their non-disadvantaged peers (Levin, 1989,
1987).

Sometimes in an effort to meet the pressure to raise
test scores and teach the at-risk students schools have added
on to the school's existing curriculum, instruction or
organization.

These add-ons often have not allowed the

schools to make a "deep, long-lasting, and comprehensive
changes to curriculum, instruction and organization
(Hopfenberg 1990)."
Levin (1987) stated that any reform to the education
system must begin at the elementary level in order to benefit
the disadvantaged students and it must prepare students to do
well in the secondary level.

The two year learning gap

between the at-risk student and those not disadvantaged must
be closed prior to secondary schooling.

The higher standards

found in secondary school will discourage the at-risk
learners rather than improve the students' performance as the
standards advocated in A Nation At Risk

was intended to do.

Without this closing of the learning gap before the end of
elementary school the at-risk students will be even more
likely to drop out because their academic preparation has
left them behind those not disadvantaged and behind the
expectations of the system for students entering the
secondary educational experience.
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The Accelerated Schools Project

A departure from the old way of delivering education to
the at-risk students was needed.
Project was such a departure.

The Accelerated School

This comprehensive approach to

meeting the needs of at-risk students was begun at Stanford
University in 1986.

Levin, professor of education and

economics at Stanford University and director of the Center
for Educational Research at Stanford, oversaw The Accelerated
Schools Project.

He developed a guiding educational

philosophy based on current research and models.

The model

was put into practice in forty schools in California,
Illinois, and Missouri (Levin, 1988; Patrick, 1990).

The

Accelerated Schools Project has also been implemented in
several schools in the Seattle School District (Nelson,
1990) .
The Accelerated Schools Project was based on the use of
accelerated learning in an accelerated education model for
the teaching of disadvantaged students.

Accelerated learning

models previously were used to educate the gifted with very
few exceptions.

Levin cited in his article prepared for the

Center for Policy Research in Education that Comer in -1985
showed that "

an accelerated approach can raise student

achievement of the disadvantaged to the national norms for
all students during the elementary years and that this gain
can be sustained in later years (1988:19)."
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The Accelerated Schools Project was a set of harmonious
practices that blended together to reinforce each other
towards the common goal of accelerating the learning of the
disadvantaged students.

It was an organizational approach

rather than a set of discrete programs or practices added to
an existing educational program.

This approach had as its

basis more than bringing the children up to grade level by
the completion of grade six, although usually referenced in
these terms, it also referred to bringing their capabilities
as problem solvers, and communicators up to grade level.

It

referred to bringing their self-concept and educational
aspirations up as well.

Accelerated Schools was designed as

a first step in drop-out prevention by eliminating the single
most common cause of dropping out--serious deficits in
academic achievement (Levin, 1988).

Preliminary Reports of Gains in Pilot Schools

The models in place were in the third to fourth year of
implementation on a six year initial implementation schedule
(Levin, 1989).

The gains in student achievement thus far

have been impressive.

At Hoover Elementary in Redwood City,

California where the program was begun in the 1987-88 school
year sixth-graders' standardized math scores have climbed
from the 10th to the 27th percentile on state wide norms of
the California Assessment Program.

Among schools with

similar student composition and socioeconomic status, Hoover
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Elementary has moved from the 42nd to the 77th percentile in
mathematics, and from the 15th to the 60th percentile in
writing.

This was a school where the students were 85

percent Hispanic, many of those being originally from rural
Mexico.

The remaining 15 percent of the students were Asian

immigrants.

These gains were made one year after

establishing mathematics as a priority area (Patrick, 1990,
Levin, 1990).
Further gains were made in that fewer students
repeated grades because of academic failure.

Another benefit

was the gain in parental participation in the school.

Back-

to-school night increased from 17 people the year before the
accelerated school program was implemented to about 450 at
the beginning of the third year of the program.

Parent

conferences increased from less that 40 percent to 95 percent
during the same period.

School staff also reported that

student attendance increased and discipline problems have
decreased (Patrick, 1990, Levin, 1990).
Daniel Webster School in San Fransisco began the
Accelerated Schools Program in 1987 and reported major
improvements in instruction, student behavior and parental
participation (Patrick, 1990).

15

Defining Accelerated Learning and Accelerated Education

Accelerated learning was defined as increasing the
amount of learning that takes place in a given amount of
time.

This could be the increased amount of learning at a

given level of difficulty during a session or learning at a
higher level of difficulty or even the combination of the
two.

Accelerated learning depended on the amount of learning

that takes place in a given amount of time as well as the
difficulty of that learning.

Learning was accelerated if it

took place at a higher rate of speed of learning or higher
level complexity of material or thought process than the
usual or normal learning session (Levin 1988).
Accelerated education was defined as the strategy by
which accelerated learning is achieved.

The accelerated

education of students in a school occurred when four
conditions were met.

The conditions were to optimize 1) the

capacity of the learners; 2) the effort made by learners and
other persons; 3) the time devoted to learning; and 4) the
quality of the learning resources (Levin, 1988).
The four elements, capacity, effort, time, and quality
of learning resources interacted in providing the students
with the environment and ability which was needed to learn.
If any element was not present in sufficient amounts the
learners would not learn as well as they might otherwise.
was, then, the goal of the Accelerated Schools Project to
maximize each of these elements for the acceleration of
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It

learning in each of the students who were at-risk.

The goal

of the Accelerated Schools Projects was to make the deep,
long-lasting, and comprehensive changes needed in each of the
four core elements of capacity, effort, time and quality of
resources to help the at-risk students stay in school and
succeed by being at grade level at the end of grade six.

The

four elements combined to effect the students and the
students' learning .

The implication was that all four

elements must be fully dealt with by the students, the
parents and the educators to maximize the students' learning
and thereby accelerate learning.
In order to accomplish this goal of having each student
at grade level by the end of grade six the learning of the
at-risk students needed to be accelerated.

At the core of

this approach to learning was doing for the at-risk students
what had been done for the gifted and talented learner.

That

meant striving to accelerate the learning rather than slowing
it down to where academic ground, interest, and self-esteem
were lost at the same time (Hopfenberg, 1990 . )

Guiding Principles

In order for the Accelerated School to accomplish that
which it
followed .

set out to do certain guiding principles were
Without these the participants would not have had

a sense of being able to change the current situation into
one which served the students' needs in a more effective
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manner (Levin, 1987).

The three guiding principles were

unity of purpose, empowerment, and building on strengths of
each participant in the education process, parent, teacher,
administrator and student.

Unity of purpose

Everyone's efforts, the teachers,

parents and students, focused on the common set of goals that
were agreed upon by all the members.

These stated that the

ideal was to bring each student into the educational
mainstream so that their future schooling would be successful
(Levin, 1989, 1990).
Empowerment:

The participants, teachers,

administrators and parents were empowered to make the key
decisions for the school and the related issues in the home
that improved the quality of the education the students
received.

The accountability for the results of the

decisions regarding the program and its administration were
clearly on those that made the decisions.

Improvements

happened when the persons who knew the students best and were
a major part of the students' education were empowered to
decide and implement the program or changes in program which
benefitted the students (Levin, 1989, 1990).
Building on Strengths:

In an accelerated school it was

vital that all the learning resources that the students,
parents, staff and community have be brought into the
educational process.

The considerable strengths of the

parents in influencing their children's education through

18

their deep love for the children and desire for their
children to succeed were brought into the educational
process.

The teacher's insights, intuition, and their

ability to teach and organize were maximized in the decision
making process within the school.
Of special note was the need to bring the strengths of
the disadvantaged students into the educational process.
These students often were interested in oral and artistic
expression, had an ability to learn kinesthetically in handson projects, had an ability to write before they had the
skills necessary to read successfully, and had an ability to
be highly motivated by intrinsically interesting tasks.
Further these students were able to be valuable learning
resources in peer tutoring and cooperative learning
approaches to learning.
Building-based administrators brought their often
underutilized strengths to the Accelerated School.

Rather

than having the administrator work in a command role the
administrator worked as an instructional leader.

He or she

worked creatively with parents, teachers, staff, students and
community members bringing these groups into the school to
meet the needs of the students (Levin, 1989, 1990).
With the three guiding principles of unity of purpose,
empowerment, and building on the strengths in place the
Accelerated School program was implemented.

The Accelerated

School program looked differently in each school as the
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program was developed by the teachers, parents and
administrators that live and work within the community
involved.

Features of an Accelerated School

The school that became an Accelerated School was
restructured completely.

The main characteristics of an

Accelerated School were the high expectations of teachers,
parents, and students, dates by which all students were
expected to meet educational requirements, instructional
programs that were stimulating, planning by the educational
staff who actually offered the programs, and the use of all
available resources including parents, senior citizens, and
social agencies.

(Levin 1989, 1987, 1988, Hopfenberg, 1990).

While each Accelerated school was different in that it
was customized by the participants to meet the needs of its
population each Accelerated school had some features in
common.

Each elements had the following elements:

School-Based Governance: Principles set forth to be
included in an Accelerated School were broad ones that were
designed and implemented in a wide variety of ways.

The

instructional staff within the school had decided upon and
chosen the curriculum, instructional strategies, and school
policies within the guidelines and policies set by the state
and school district governing bodies.

The key element in

this was that the persons who implemented the program and
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had first hand knowledge of the school, its students and
their needs designed and implemented the curriculum,
instructional strategies and policies.

This meant the

principal, faculty, other staff as well as the parents were
involved in this vital decision-making.
Each school put into place a governance system of its
own design.

This program was based on the needs of the

students and the strengths of the district and the school
(Levin, 1990).

This governing body consisted of the school

staff, principal, and parents as a whole.

A steering

committee was responsible to the body and task oriented
committees responsible to the steering committee.

These task

oriented committees had particular assignments which when
completed were reported to the steering committee and the
total governing body (Levin, 1987).
The full implementation of the Accelerated School model
took six years.

This encompassed two full cycles of the

accelerated schools process.

Year one was spent in gathering

the baseline data needed, and working with that data to
prepare a vision for the school and goals for the school to
work toward meeting. Considerable time was spent in learning
to work within groups and teams effectively (Levin, 1989).
Part of year one and all of years two and three were
spent in implementing the goals developed by the teams and,
as goals are met, setting new goals.

During· year four an

evaluation of how well the school has met its goals was done.
This was a year of" .

assessment, reformulation,
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negotiation, and agreement on a new three year plan (Levin,
1990: 42)."

This process invigorated the Accelerated Schools

process in that the feedback from the three years spent
implementing the plan provided the basis for planning and
formulating the new three year plan (Levin, 1990).
The principal identified problems, gathered information,
coordinated the decision process, and assisted in group
dynamics during the three years.

The principal also was

responsible for procuring and distributing resources from the
school district in order to implement the decisions that were
made.

In short the principal's role was one of leader and

facilitator (Levin, 1990).

A further discussion of the

principal as a leader was undertaken later in this project.
The program designed by the school was consistent with
the strengths of the district and local staff.

This created

a group of decisions that were implemented by the creators.
The implementation of the decisions enhanced the professional
commitment of the participants as well as making the school
more dynamic and exciting.

It was this full participation

and the accountability that goes along with it that were all
important for the full commitment of the talents of the
teachers and others who educate the students (Levin, 1987).
Goals:

Each of the major constituencies were consulted

in setting the goals for the school.

The main goal of the

Accelerated School was to bring the academic performance of
each student up to grade level and ready for mainstream
education by the completion of their elementary schooling.
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In addition to this, the governing body of the school
established clear goals for students, staff and parents.
These goals were set in conjunction with the school district
and the school board (Levin, 1987).
The school district provided information, technical
assistance and training (Levin, 1990).

By having had all parties consulted in the planning
stage of goal setting and by having had them involved during
the implementation of the goals each of the constituencies
had their expectations raised in regards to their own
performance academically and professionally.

The

instructional resources at school as well as in the home
increased as all parties became aware and a part of the goal
implementation process.

As the collaboration between the

parties became more fully in place the goals were modified
and new goals established (Levin, 1987).
Pupil and School Assessment:

As the goals were set the

establishment of school-wide assessment systems were vital to
give information as to whether or not the goals were met.
The assessment system was both diagnostic and for the purpose
of accountability.

Students were evaluated at entry and a

path mapped to enable them to meet the school performance
goals by the end of their elementary schooling.

These test

were standardized achievement tests and/or assessments
created by school staff for each strand of the curriculum and
each school goal (Levin, 1987).

23

Nutrition and Health:

Students' capacity to learn was

greatly effected by their overall nutritional status and
health.

Students who were not able to obtain the required

amount of good, nutritionally sound food and with other
dental and health problems were not likely to be able to
concentrate and feel well enough to learn all that was
required of them.

Especially important was the undiagnosed

hearing or sight problems as most learning activities were
presented in these two modes.

Public and private social

service agencies were brought into the school to work with
the families to diagnose and address nutritional and health
care needs of the disadvantaged students.

The diagnosis and

treatment of the at-risk students nutritional and health
needs improved their capacity to learn (Levin, 1987).
Curriculum:

The curriculum in an Accelerated school

included an emphasis on enriched and critical thinking, with
concepts applied to the real world, personal experience and
the solving of concrete problems.

This was done in an

interdisciplinary approach that spanned the curriculum.
Pertinent curriculum features that were especially
effective with at-risk students include a heavily languagebased approach for all subjects, including mathematics.

The

curriculum of an accelerated school emphasized language
development in all subject.

This included math and science.

Hopfenberg (1990) stated that".

.[a]ccelerated curricula

should focus on problem-solving and higher order analytic
skills."

Stressed throughout the curriculum was reading,
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writing, speaking, and listening.

Along with this language-

based approach to learning the ability to analyze, understand
basic concepts, solve problems, and apply that which has been
learned was emphasized.

These higher order skills were

integrated into all facets of the curriculum from the early
primary grades.
Especially important was the application of the lessons
to the daily lives and experiences of the students.

The

applications stressed the usefulnesses of the materials as
tools to be used in the children's lives.

Discovery of

applications and the underlying concepts were also important.
Writing began as soon as the students have acquired the
most minimal vocabulary.

The students were exposed to

narrative, poetic and expository writing styles.

Mathematics

were presented by developing concepts and applications that
integrated and reinforced the standard arithmetic operations.
Associative learning tasks that stress analytic skills,
problem solving, concepts, and applications to the real world
provided the basis of science ands social studies
instruction.

The main thrust of this style of curriculum has

the students as active participants in their own learning
rather that observers passively having the information
presented to them (Levin, 1987).
The arts and physical activities were stressed in the
Accelerated School.

These activities made the school an

exciting and vibrant place to learn as well as bringing
intrinsic satisfaction to the students.
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The curriculum was

designed to provide the students with analytic and conceptual
tools that enabled them to learn more materials more easily.
All of the curriculum was purposefully designed to make the
school experience more engaging, improve the usage of time,
and raise the quality of instruction (Levin, 1987).
Instructional Strategies: In an Accelerated School it
was especially important that the instructional strategies
reinforced the curriculum and that those strategies be ones
that were proven to be effective with disadvantaged students.
The instructional time was used wisely to provide for
optimum use of the time as well as the generation of extra
instructional time.

It was essential that the pacing of the

instruction keep the students attentive and actively involved
so that the learning was productive (Levin, 1987).
Instructional practices in the accelerated school were
involved active, hands-on, experiential learning experiences.
Peer Tutoring was an example of an effective practice that
was considered when developing the instructional practices.
Peer Tutoring was especially effective with disadvantaged
students (Levin, 1987).

This tutoring usually referred to

the use of students to tutor other students.
variations on this.

There were

Higher achieving students tutored other

students of the same age.

Cross-age Tutoring, a variation of

Peer Tutoring, has older students tutor younger ones.

The

advantage of the Cross-age Tutoring was that low achieving
students were able to tutor younger students in skills they
had already mastered.

The tutors in this arrangement made
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gains in the subject being tutored as well as the students
being tutored.

Further, it raised the self-efficacy in the

school setting, and fostered greater commitment to the
schooling process.
A second instructional strategy used in an Accelerated
School was Cooperative Learning.

This strategy referred to

students assisting each other in learning.

By having used

the knowledge, resources, and enthusiasm of all members a
sense of unity and group loyalty were developed as well as a
network of social support within the classroom.

The at-risk

students tended to benefit from cooperative learning where
the group reinforces the individual learner and his or her
learning.

Research indicated that at-risk students were

likely to make great gains academically when cooperative
learning was employed (Hopfenberg, 1990).
A third strategy which was effective in accelerating the
learning of disadvantaged students was Computer-assisted
Instruction.

This was used to practice basic skills and for

the learning of other subjects as well.

The students"

reading achievement increased as much as a quarter of a year
beyond what would be accomplished using regular instruction
models.

The gains in math were about half this much.

This

"drill and practice" model had taken only 10 minute a day
sessions during the school year to accomplish the results
(Hopfenberg, 1990).
A fourth way of accelerating the instruction of
disadvantaged students was to provide summer sessions.
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It

was important to make these summers programs qualitatively
different than the regular school sessions by employing a
more relaxed tutorial or group session staffed by parents and
college students and supervised by professional educator
(Hopfenberg, 1990).
Finally, the assignment of homework was important for
the teaching of independence and self-reliance.

The homework

was often an individual or a cooperative learning group
assignment.

The assignment of daily homework prepared the

students for the later grades where homework was a common
method of structuring the learning of the individual
students.

Even first grade students in an Accelerated School

were assigned homework.

The goal of the-homework was the

expansion of the amount of time spent in learning and student
effort (Levin, 1987).
There are other instructional strategies which had some
effect when used with disadvantaged students but the ones
discussed were major strategies with proven results (Levin,
1987).
Community Resources:

In order to effectively serve the

disadvantaged student the Accelerated School used all the
resources that were available.

These included the use of

adult tutors from the community to work with individual
students and provide help for the teachers.

Senior citizens,

many of them former teachers, were an especially attractive
resource as they sought ways to use their time productively
and provide them with meaningful social interaction.
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Local

businesses were often available to provide personnel and
other resources to help the accelerated school.

Health care,

nutrition, and counseling were provided by social service
agencies found within the community.

Groups such as the Boy

Scouts, Girls Scouts, Big Brothers and Big Sisters were a
source for enrichment activities for students after school,
on weekends pnd during the summer holidays (Levin, 1987).
Parental Participation and Training:
School parents were involved.

In the Accelerated

Parents were asked to affirm

an agreement that clearly stated the goals of the school.
This agreement defined the obligations of the parents,
students, and school staff.

The agreement was fully

explained to the parents with translation provided when they
required it.

The obligation of the parents included

participation in supportive roles that ensured that their
children got to bed at a reasonable hour, that the students
attended school regularly and that the students were on time
for school.

The parents were asked to set high academic

expectations for their children and talk to their students
regularly about the importance of school.

The parents were

asked to take an interest in their children's school
activities and the items the children brought home from
school.
The parents were asked to enable their students to
complete the daily homework and encourage their students to
read every day.

Parents were asked to respond to the

questions asked by the school.

The importance of this and
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the purpose of its being in the form of an agreement between
the school and the parent was to strongly underscore the
importance of the parental role in the education of the
students they enrolled in the school (Levin, 1987).
The staff at the school as well as the students
themselves also had stated obligations regarding their
roles in the school.

The underlying meaning of these

agreements was that the school will only succeed if all three
parties work together toward the stated goals of the school
(Levin, 1987).
A second way in which the parents were asked to interact
with the school program was to take part in training that
helped them work with their children and the community.

The

training included strategies for working with children, and
academic skills the parents needed to work with the agencies
offering basic adult education.

This provided the basis for

the parent to support their children in their progress
through the school system.
By providing the parent with the skills needed to work

effectively with students the capacity and effort of the
children improved as well as the time devoted to academic
learning.

The parental involvement and support also provided

additional instructional resources in the home the students
and parents.
Extended Daily Sessions:

In the Accelerated School an

extended daily session that lasts until 5 p.m. provided
additional time for students to rest, do physical activities,
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work with art, and a time for completing homework or other
independent assignments.

This extended session followed the

regular school session.

During this time college students or

senior citizen volunteers worked with those individual
students who needed the assistance.

As many students were

"latch-key" children whose parents worked and were not at
home as the students arrived home from school extension of
the school day provided guided supervision for the students
that the working parent could not provide.

Further, time for

the completion of assignments and homework as well as extra
tutoring for those students who needed it has been very
attractive to working parents (Levin, 1987).
These, then were the elements found in the Accelerated
School.

While the elements appeared differently in each

implementing school because the empowerment of the individual
participants allows them to custom fit the program to their
students needs each element was be there in some capacity.

Values, Attitudes and Beliefs

Accompanying and underlying the principles and practices
of the accelerated school were values, attitudes and
beliefs.

First, there was a belief that all children can

learn and that they have the right to an education of high
quality.

Second, children participated in learning,

teachers, and parents participated in decision making.
Third, the participants in education communicated by meeting,
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talking and making decisions together.

Fourth, teachers and

other adults studied and addressed school improvement.
Further, students studied and addressed learning in problem
solving strategies and critical approaches to learning.
Fifth, teachers implemented experimental programs based on
the study and reflection of a challenge.

Further, students

experimented with discovering new learning.

Sixth, all

participants focused on the strengths each person and group
possessed and brought to the educational process.

Seventh,

each teacher, administrator, student and parent became more
entrepreneurial in their efforts to improve the school.
These values, attitudes and beliefs when joined with the
features of an Accelerated School strengthened the program
(Hopfenberg, 1990).

Implementing the Accelerated Schools Program

Once a school has decided to implement the Accelerated
School Project a process began that established the program
in the school.
school.

First, much data was gathered about the

This was used as a baseline for the discussions and

changes that took place.

This information included the

history of the school, community, and students.

It included

the strengths and challenges faced by these groups.

After

this initial phase there were discussions of the school's
current situation.

This often been referred to as "taking

stock" (Levin, 1989; ASP, 1990).
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These discussions lead to the development of a school
vision.

During this phase there wero meetings of the whole

group and smaller groups of administrators, parents, teachers
and other staff.

The participants focused on building a

vision that addressed the needs of the students, staff, and
community and that was able to be accomplished in the three
year implementation period set for the Accelerated School.
The vision step was vital, for the vision was the focus of
the implementation phase undertaken by all participants later
(Levin, 1987).
The vision developed was compared to the baseline data
that was compiled in phase one.

There was usually a large

gap between the vision and the baseline data.

Because of

this, the school staff then set about making a task analysis
that delineated the tasks that need to be accomplished to
move from the current situation into the vision situation
(Levin, 1987).
With the set of tasks completed the list was reduced to
a small number of priorities which became the immediate focus
of the school.

This was done because no organization was

able to effectively work on more that three or four major
priorities at a time (Levin, 1989).

These priorities became

the goals that were the focus for three years.
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Governance Structure

The next phase in the Accelerated School process was to
set up a governance structure that effectively worked with
the goals that were set so that these may be met within the
three year time frame.

The typical governance structure for

an Accelerated School had at its apex the school itself.
Responsible to the school was the Steering Committee.

The

steering committee had as its members the principal, several
teachers, other school staff and parents.

The purpose of

this group was to oversee the progress made by the task
forces and to develop a set of recommendations for the school
as a whole to consider.

The rnemberR of this committee were

elected or served in rotation to give all persons a chance to
serve (Levin, 1990).
Task forces, often called cadres, were responsible to
the steering committee.

Task forces worked on specific

problems that the school faced.

The members of these groups

defined and analyzed problems, searching for and implementing
solutions to those problems.

Before implementation began the

steering committee, and in some cases the entire school,
approved the proposed solution tLevin, 1990).
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Inquiry Process

Task forces looked at the priority or goal areas using
the inquiry approach.

The inquiry process began with the

task force gathering pertinent data in order to better
understand and define the problem they were to address.

The

task force used the data collected to develop a hypotheses
that explained the problem.

This was followed by the search

for alternative interventions that built upon the strengths
of the school, students and the community.

The task force

then recommended the adoption of the intervention.

The

school staff agreed or disagreed on the intervention.

It was

then implemented or sent back to the task force fur more
work.

The results of the implemented intervention were then

evaluated (Levin, 1990).

Central Office Support

The process of identifying and working toward the
solution of problems found in the school required much
support through technical assistance and staff development
. from the central office.

This required the central office to

function in the role of providing support services and
assistance as the school identified qhallenges.

The central

offices was also responsible for providing information on
alternatives, methods for implementation of solutions, staff
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development and evaluation.

They also assisted the schools

as they worked with parents and helped those parents to
sponsor activities in the home that encouraged the
educational progress of their children (Levin, 1990).
This was a substantially different role for the central
office as they collaborated with the schools on problems that
were identified by the school rather than by the central
orfice.

Time was spent by the central office staff at the

school site working with the steering committees and task
committees, providing information and assistance especially
in the areas of curriculum, staff development, evaluation and
finance.

This was done while the central office staff

reduced the demands made on schools for procedural
accountability (Levin, 1990).
The Accelerated School Program changed the way that
schools and the central office staff interacted.

This meant

that for an effective transition into the Accelerated Model
the roles and responsibilities of the central office staff
and the schools were well defined (Levin, 1990).

District School Board Goals

Ultimately the school board of a school district was, by
law, responsible for setting the school direction.

This

meant that the school board and the administration must set
goals for the schools .

After the appropriate goals were set

they were defined and a method of measuring them was set.
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The district then collected base line data for the district
as a whole and for each school specifically.

After this was

done the specific schools were provided with the information.
Once the priorities were set a governance structure
was put into place that facilitated the implementation of the
goals and priorities.
It was suggested by Levin (1990) that each school
propose appropriate goals that can be met in a three year
period.

A three year period was specifically suggested

because in that time period a solution that meets that goal
would be of lasting significance.

A shorter period for

meeting a goal would encouraged short term solutions and
quick fixes that may not have a lasting effect on the
students'

learning.

The suggested goals were to be developed

with parental, administrative and faculty involvement (Levin,

1990).
This involvement required the schools to have organized
themselves into a governance that had a steering committee
and task forces under the coordination of the site
administrator or principal.

With this framework in place the

school set its goals encompassing the goals set by the
central administration and include any goals that were unique
to the particular school.
The school presented its goals in a formal proposal to
the school board outlining their three year program for
meeting the goals.

They were specific as to the methods used

and the resources they needed to meet the goals.
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The business office of the school district and the
central office staff provided information needed to make such
a presentation.
After the presentation the school and the central
administration negotiated to develop the final form for the
goals for the school board to approve (Levin, 1990).
After the goals were approved by the school board the
schools was responsible to work diligently toward reaching
the goals.

At the same time the district was responsible to

provide support service that the school needed to enable it
to meet the goal.

This required the school district to move

from an authoritarian model of expertise into a more
collaborative model where the district assisted the school
with problem solving and implementation of the schools
devised solutions to the challenges it faced (Levin, 1990).

Providing Time

Time needed to be found for the administrators, parents,
and teachers to work together to define the challenges,
search for interventions to meet those challenges, and
implement the interventions identified.

Providing time was

essential for the process to be successful.

This time was

outside of the demands of teaching in the classroom.

In the

elementary there were no "prep" periods as are found in the
secondary schools so the time was created.
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This meant

restructuring the school schedule to provide specific time
for the process to work.
In the accelerated school all faculty meetings were
dedicated to the process as were all staff development days.
Levin (1990) suggested the scheduling of activities that free
up the involved staff by using school district teams to teach
in the areas of art, sciences or physical education.

During

the district team lessons the staff was able to work with
their task force, steering committee or group as a whole.

If

district personnel were not available to teach a grant may
have been obtained to pay the salary of a substitute during
school hours or the salaries of involved staff outside of.
school hours.

These solutions were, indeed, piecemeal.

The

long term solution was for the school district to provide
" prep " time to the elementary schools just as is provided to
the secondary schools.

This, then, described the ideal Accelerated School.

One

where each participant was committed to the process and the
goal of having each student exit sixth grade with skills
needed for success in secondary school.
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l'he .frincipal. as lnstructional Leader

Strong and determined leadership was sited as the most
important element for improving our nation's schools.

The

typical school established the building principal as the one
leader in the school.

This typical school also made the

principal the one who is accountable to the central otfice
and the manager of the school.

Conversely, in the

Accelerated School the principal assisted the teachers,
parents, and support statf in making decisions that effect
the school.

This changed the principal from the

organizational manager into the racilitator tPolkinghorn &
Owens, 1990).

This discussion focused on what a principal as

a facilitator in an Accelerated School did and how it was
fundamentally different than the leadership style of the
principal in a typical school.

A review of other literature

concerning the leadership role of the principal as an
instructional leader tallows.
The principal of the school bore the ultimate
responsibility tor the quality of the school's educational
program.

lt was difficult to improve the students' academic

achievement because the dynamics of the school and the
populations within the schools changed constantly.

With the

multiplicity of expectations placed on the principal by the
central oftice, teachers, parents, and students it was
difficult to improve the student's academic achievement
without rerorming the principalship.
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Changing it from a

principalship based on the scientific management principles
into one that had the principal facilitating all the persons
involved within the school.

ln the role as facilitator, the

principal moved the participants toward the agreed upon goals
as they maximized their talents, energies and skills in the
planning and implementation of the Accelerated Schools
~rogram t~olkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
Two models were reviewed.

These models were used in the

management and leading ot schools over the past years.
~irst, the typical model for the principalship was a
scientific management approach and later the efrective
schools model tPolkinghorn

&

Owens, 1990).

Each model's most

notable points were cited and discussed in the following
paragraphs.
The first model for the management of the school, a
traditional role for the principal, was dictated by those
committed to the bureaucratically organized school.

These

dictates were based in the scientific management principles.
fhe principles in this model had as their base the clearly
defined goals that were established by the central
authorities.

With these goals were '' tightly-specified

policies for scheduling personnel and organizing activities,
standardized approaches for achieving stated goals, and
unambiguous criteria for evaluating effectiveness and
efficiency ·· of the school tPolkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
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The

training and encouragement that principals received defined
their leadership within this structure tPolkinghorn & Owens,
1990).
This structure affected what each principal did within
his or . her building and varied from building to building.
For the most part, school principals using this leadership
model tended to put much of their effort into following and
enforcing district policy.

They also placed much effort into

managing the budgets, scheduling classes, children, and
teachers, allocating materials, maintaining the school plant,
and filling out the reports the district required.

This

emphasis required that the principal spend much of the day
closeted in the office and limiting contact with the
teach8rs, parents and children.

The main goal of the

principal working within in this framework was to be
efficient tPolkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
The principal used the scientific model to manage his or
her building.

They were supervisors, problem solvers, and

regulators of district policy.

These principals tended to

look outside the building to district or specialists for ways
to improve the school's operation.

They were expected to

work with the resources and dollars provided by the district
even when these were scarce or inadequate to meet the
school's needs.

The principal in this scientific management

style was expected to simplify, clarify and make the
operation ot the school go smoothly even when things were
ambiguous, contradictory, or in conflict.
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In this system the

principal left the teachers alone as long as the teachers
"stay in their classroom, maintain order, keep parents happy,
and turn their attendance and grading reports in on time
tPolkinghorn & Owens, 1990)".
School goals, policies, and standard classroom practices
were seldom questioned by the principal who used this
scientific management system.

Everyone was expected to

adhere to the norm and tit in within the system (~olkinghorn
&

Owens, 1890).
Polkinghorn and Owens t1990J argued that this model

harmed the at-risk student especially.

These students had

diverse needs and were a challenge to the school.

The at-

risk students required that the leadership practices spark
the creativity, interest, and development of both the
students and the teachers.

Many critics, say Polkinghorn and

Owens, note the relationship between teachers who lacked
energy and intellectual excitement and a top down authority
system.

Schaeffer, former dean of Teachers College Columbia,

quoted by Polkinghorn and Owens (198CJJ stated,

"What seems

most enervating about teaching in the lower schools was not
the severity of the difficulties encountered but the relative
powerlessness of the individual to further his
effectiveness."
Although this traditional leadership model became less
prevalent in recent years, it still continued to the
detriment of many thousands of teachers.

In moving from this

model many principals followed the tenants of an effective
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school leadership model (Polkinghorn & Uwens, 1990).
With the advent of Nation at Risk

the bottom line in

the school became effectiveness and the school principal was
charged with making an effective school happen.

The

educational researchers indicated that the school needed
visible school-wide goals.

In addition, the school needed a

positive climate and high expectations tor the students,
teachers and other staff.

For a school to become effective

there needed to be whole group instruction, more homework,
and more time spent on behaviors that were on-task
(Polkinghorn

&

Uwens, 1990).

In order to ensure that the reforms were in place the
principals documented behaviors that indicated an effective
schools .

The principal ' s focus became tho school itself.

The attributes that indicated an efiective school as well as
the students' high test scores were proof that the school was
efiective.

The fundamental structures in the schools were

left in tact. The viability of the goals and strategies for
achieving the reforms were not brought into question .

ln

schools that were already succeeding the effective school's
reforms did yield the benefits that were predicted but, in
those schools with large numbers of at-risk students the
results were substantially less than predicted.

The

effective school's model was not adequate to meet the needs
of the at-risk students,

just as the scientific management

principles had not met their needs (Polkinghorn & Owens,
1990).
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lt is not believed by Polkinghorn and 0wens (1890) that
the principals who were actively involved in either the
traditional, the effective schools, or other management
models knowingly excluded or ignored the at-risk student.

It

is rather asserted that neither of the principalship models
provided an appropriate basis for principal leadership in
schools which served large numbers of at-risk students.

New

models needed to be put into place if the at-risk students
were to succeed (Polkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
A model was de~eloped on the work of Levin of Stanford
University and its Accelerated Schools Project which proposed
to serve the at-risk student.

"This approach differs from

the efiective schools approach in major respects," stated
Levin l1988J,

"especially the emphasis on a staff-based

decision-model rather that the delegation of all authority to
the " instructional leader. ""

The Accelerated School shared

the important elements of high expectations and a focus for
the entire school with the effective schools model.
The leadership model that was advanced for the
principals of schools involved in implementing the
Accelerated Schools Project was a broad and generally
supportive policy.

The Accelerated Schools Project moved the

school toward school-based management, shared governance,
parent participation in task forces and other decision making
processes, high expectations for the students, concept-based
curricula, and student-centered instruction . The leadership
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model used in this situation needed to be different than
either model previously discussed lPolkinghorn &. uwens,
1990).
The principal who implemented the Accelerated Schools
~roject successfully in his or her school looked at his or
her leadership style and redefined the leadership role they
had in the school and district (~olkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
There were three tenets of Accelerated School leadership
that closely follow the three basic principles of
acceleration set forth by Levin.

The tenets were

empowerment, building on strengths, and unity o! purpose
lPolkinghorn, & Owens, 1990; Levin, 1987).
The principal's tirst task was to empower the teachers
and the parents.

They were the people who were the most

directly responsible for shaping the interactions with the
students (Polkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
The second task was for the principal to build on the
strengths of the teachers by accepting the expertise of the
teachers and their authority in the classroom.

This enabled

the teachers to share talents, energies, and insights.

These

talents, energies, and insights became selt-generating as the
teachers came together to share their expertise in meaningful
ways.

By building on these already existing strengths the

principal enhanced the schools capacity to cope with
challenges that appeared to be insurmountable (Polkinghorn
Owens, 1990).
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Finally, the principal in the Accelerated School built a
unity of purpose by developing a shared structure of values
and a sense of belonging in all participants (Polkinghorn &
uwens, 1990J.
These three tenets lead the principal in an Accelerated
School to re-define his or her role and establish priorities
that were dirferent than those that were in place previously.
The principal acted upon six leadership orientations that
were identified and described in the following paragraphs.
First, the principal was instrumental in creating and
keeping in action a vision for the school.
school-wide commitment to change.

With this came a

This vision development

was an on-going process that was long-term and inclusive.
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extended beyond the daily events of the school and the
participants (Polkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
The principal facilitated the development of the vision
by directing questions such as "What do we want our
kindergarten students to know and be able to do when they
leave our school in six years'? ( Polkinghorn & Owens, 1990) . "
By using this question during the development o± the vision
the focus of the discussions was sustained.

The individual

responses to this question helped to develop the elements
that were found in the structures and educational processes
of the school in years to come.

Further, dependant on the

trust levels of the participants, the discussion revealed the
values and beliefs of the participants.
in creating a shared unity of purpose.
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This was important

lt was vital for the principal to facilitate the
creation of the vision.

The most important outcome of the

visioning process was development of a common language and a
method for organizing the competing demands 1 priorities and
goals that became apparent during the later phases of the
processing tPolkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
Second, the principal worked toward creating selfrenewing structures and processes.

In addition to the common

language and the shared purposes that were forged in the
visioning step the principal guided the participants
into gaining experience in problem-solving within groups,
familiarity with organizational structures and processes
which provide time and resources tor inquiry, and
developing a set of questions that were specific to the
vision which was forged earlier.

The principal also

provided the participants with a set of issues that gave
impetus to the change process lPolkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
ln creating the self-renewing structures and processes
the principal provided time for teachers to meet with other
teachers.

Further he or she assisted in forming inquiry

groups that undertook difficult, vision-related issues.

The

principal chaired a steering committee that was part of the
governance 01 the school, and provided group facilitators
with resources so the major
challenges facing the school could be effectively addressed
(Polkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
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Third, the principal empowered the school community.
This was done by delegating or sharing the leadership role
and sharing the authority to make decisions in the school.
This was especially important in the areas that were related
to the instructional program.
community in selecting ·· .

The principal empowered the
. curricular materials;

organization ot time, classes and students; and the
disbursement of monetary and human resources lPolkinghorn &
Owens, 198U J."
ln order to empower the persons taking on the leadership
roles the principal adopted an inquiry process that was
developed as a part of the Accelerated Schools Project.

As

the teachers became proficient in the process they regained
their role as experts in the school community, became
producers o! knowledge, and used energy and imagination to
sift through the mandated programs and practices (Polkinghorn
& Uwens,

19~0 J .

Fourth, the principal acted as a buffer between the
school community and those outside the school community who
imposed rules, regulations, and mandates that were not
consistent with the school's vision.

This required the

principal to be skillful in negotiating with district ~r
state officials.

The principal may have included these

entities in the vision-setting process and in strategic
planning in order to facilitate the negotiations.

This

involved the principal in high level risk-taking as he or she
stood up tor the values and beliefs of the community
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incorporated into the visions and strategies of school.
Without the risk-taking on the part ot the principal as he or
she negotiated with the state and district the values and
beliefs of the community of which the school was an integral
part would have been compromised {Polkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
Fifth, the principal took the responsibility for asking
questions and defining questions that were vital to achieving
the school's vision.

The principal has with benevolence and

constructive criticism lead the community to restructure
problems.

He or she lead the community to engage in a

critical inquiry that established a positive climate for
seeing the school's vision from a perspective of current
reality tPolkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
To ensure that the participants understood the problems
that face them the principal actively resisted formal problem
solving until much inquiry and substantive exchange between
teachers and others members of the school community took
place.

After the inquiry and exchange these members were

asked by the principal to accept fully ambiguities and
uncertainties as critical parts of the process for
understanding the problems completely tPolkinghorn & Owens,
1990).

Sixth, the principal reached out into the community
agencies and organizations to build a broad base of support
for the school's vision (Polkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
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With these six guiding tenets in mind the principal in
an Accelerated School facilitated change in the school
substantially (Polkinghorn & Owens, 1990).
According to Levin (1990), the principal was the major
coordinator and organizer at the level of the school and
acted as a liaison to the school district.

The principal

lead in responding to the district's goal statements by
working with the school staff and parents as they established
the specific three year goals and a general plan that enabled
the school to reach ·those goals.

With the steering

committee, the principal negotiated the goal implementation
plan with the school district's central office; obtained the
needed resources for meeting the goals outlined in the plan;
and obtained the services needed from the central office for
collaboration on the plan (Levin, 1990).
In the accelerated school the most effective principal
was an active listener and participant.
principal facilitated group dynamics.

The effective
He or she identified

and cultivated talents among staff members.

The principal

kept the group focused on its mission and worked effectively
with the parents and community.

Being dedicated to the

students and their success was imperative.

The principal

motivated the various participants in the accelerated school
and obtained the needed resources.

The effective principal

possessed sharp analytic and planning skills.

These

abilities enabled him or her to coordinate the many
concomitant activities without causing burn-out among the

bl

staff members.

The principal was foremost the one who

maintained the vision for the school and reinforced the unity
of purpose needed even when the other participants became
discouraged or tired (Levin, 1990).
Not all principals were comfortable or able to take on
this noncontrolling role as principal.

The principal in an

accelerated school needed to move from control and policy
enforcement to inspire, facilitate, coordinate and accelerate
the school, the teachers and the parents within the school
lLevin, 1990).
Levin l1988) stated that the principal was underutilized
in that he or she was placed in authority over others in
order to meet the directives and the procedures dictated by
the central office rather than using their talents to work
with teachers, other staff, parents, and students creatively.
The principal needed to work with and utilize each of
these components of the school and community as well as the
youth organizations, senior citizens, businesses, and
religious groups that were major assets and resources in the
community in order to create an Accelerated School (Levin,
1988).

Review of the Principal as an Instructional Leader

This style of principal was often called the
instructional leader, a leader within the school .

"To lead,"

said, Hemphill, "is to engage in an act that initiates a
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structure-in-interaction as part of the process ot solving a
mutual problem tHoy and Miske!, 1987: 270)."
Stogdill said,

"Leadership is the process of influencing

the activities of an organized group toward goal setting and
goal achievement (Hoy and Miskel, 1987: 271)."
An etfective leader one needed a strong drive for
responsibility, and needed to be committed to completing a
task.

The effective leader needed to be full of vigor and

persistent in the pursuit o! goals.

He or she was original

and willing to accept risk in solving problems.

In social

situations the leader was willing to take the initiative and
have a strong sense of personal identity and self-confidence.
He or she was willing to take on stress and tolerate
frustration and delay well.

The leader was able to influence

other persons behavior and able to structure a situation so
that it met the needs of the situation at hand tHoy and
Miske!, 1987).
According to Acheson and Gall (1987) the behaviors of an
eftective instructional leader were their ability to interact
with teachers before or after an individual observation, in
informal conversation, or during a meeting.

Their ability to

plan, assess and modify the curriculum in conjunction with
others on the stat± was essential.

The effective

instructional leader was in the classroom observing students,
teachers and activities.

He or she placed a high priority on

instructional leadership responsibilities.

The effective

instructional leader kept informed about forces affecting
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instruction and organized experiences for the teachers that
improved instruction in the classroom.
advocate for the teachers.

He or she was an

The principal assisted in

diagnosing learning problems, assisted in selecting
instructional activities tor encouraging subtly the selection
of instructional activities), and assisted in selecting
instructional materials.

The instructional leader

communicated effectively with the community and with the
students .
The role of the instructional leader changed constantly.
Some activities often seen undertaken by the effective
instructional leader were the orientation of faculty to new
teaching techniques, making classroom visits, evaluating and
giving feedback to the teachers in those claeeroom~.

He or

she involved parents, teachers, counselors, and other
administrators in developing the grading system.
principal supervised the testing program.

The

He or she

scheduled time for teachers to discuss their concerns and
visit team and department meetings.

The instructional leader

devoted faculty meetings to new events in instructional
areas.

The principal related the student needs to school

system goals and legal requirements.

He or she supervised

inservice education and acted as a liaison between schools
the community.

He or she managed change, allowed discussions

directed toward innovations, and provided adequate time and
support for innovations.

The effective instructional leader
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provided constant evaluation of the entire school and
coordinated the efforts of school leaders (Acheson and Gall,
1987).
Gorton in his book, School Administration and
Supervision

(1983), stated that the effective instructional

leader or principal had certain personal qualities which were
needed for the principal to be effective.

The principal

needed the ability to perceive accurately the existence of an
instructional problem or an area in need of improvement.
~elated to this perception he or she needed a total
educational vision for the school.

The principal needed

expertise and knowledge in the instructional and curricular
program,

the skill to introduce change into them, as well as

knowledge of the people who staffed the program.
The instructional leader, further, needed a strong drive
to achieve new goals, seek out opportunities to exercise
leadership and derive a sense of satisfaction from solving a
problem.

He or she had a strong commitment to improving the

instruction in the school and the ability to remain committed
to it lGorton, 1983).
A principal who was effective had a high energy level.
It required this high energy, time, and drive to form ·goals
and objectives, set standards of performance, create a
productive working environment, and obtain the needed
support tGorton, 1983).
The ability to take risks was noted by Gorton (1983) as
being vital for an effective principal.
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In seeking changes

that improved the schools risks needed to be taken and the
likelihood of being challenged is evident.
Gorton stated that the effective principal had the
ability to work well with people.

Even when he or she took

risks and made changes that were not necessarily popular with
the people he or she contacts, they, most likely, responded
with trust and confidence to the principal who had the
quality of working well with people.

In this vein, the

eftective leader was aware of the needs of others.
explained actions to those being lead.

He or she

The effective leader

involved others in decisions and was open to criticism.
or she was willing to make changes and admit errors.

He

He or

she was honest with those around him or her (Gorton, 1983J.
The principal who was an instructional leader improved
instruction by utilizing and organizing all available sources
of expertise.

The personnel in the school were often called

in and used to improve instruction by being made responsible
for some aspect of instructional improvement or by being
placed on a team charge with this task \Gorton, 1983).
Dwyer in a research study of twelve principals from a
variety of socio-economic backgrounds (1985) stated that
successful principals behaved purposefully.

They had a

vision for the school and perceived how to make the school
reflect that vision .
actions .

They used this vision to guide their

The successful principal viewed the school as

multi-faceted.

These principal saw that the school had many

social and technical elements that bore a relationship to
each other.

The successful principal balanced and guided

each of these sometimes competing elements toward the vision
for the school.

The successful principal developed and

implemented routine behaviors that progressed toward the
vision and goals for the school.
the behaviors had purpose.

He or she was busy and

These behaviors were common among

successful principals yet the form and function of the
principals' behaviors varied to conform to the needs and
vision of the individual principal and school.
Peterson {1985) in commenting on the study by Dwyer
stated that the principal who had a clear vision was able,
even in a school that had problems that occur often and were
not predictable in their nature, was able to focus his or her
energies on key processes and deal with the problems that
developed in relation to their importance rather than in
order of appearance.

This vision for the school focused the

principal's attention and efforts on a set of problems which
were successfully solved.

The managerial vision of the

principal, stated Peterson (1985: 103), has been"
enormously important in solving the problems and providing
leadership for staff and students."
Manasse (1985J, also commenting on the Dwyer study, stated
that leadership determined the path that an organization took
(vision), and then lead the participants along that path.

In

determining the path or vision the leader developed a
personal vision or path.

A principal with a personal vision
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for the school which he or she shared with the other
participants in the school were true leaders.

In order to

develop this personal vision the leader had a personal and
organizational values that were used in judging the merit of
actions.

In developing this personal vision the leader did

not adopt the prepackaged set of appropriate values but,
rather, the vision was based on personal and professional
values, personal images of the possibilities available, and
the personal assessment of a situation.

Once this personal

vision was transmitted to the participants in the school the
organization was able to define roles, and activities were
undertaken.
From these roles and activities evolved the
organizational goals, actions and criteria for efficiency.
The leader with personal vision moved from merely managing
the school into leading the school (Manasse, 1985).
Manasse l1985) went on to assert that the successful
leader had an organizational vision which involved
understanding how all the elements within the organization
interacted.

ln order for the leader to have this

organizational vision he or she processed information well,
had an active and positive attitude toward their own learning
and the learning of others, and learned about other
organizations.
The leader had a future vision that pictured the
organization and its environment in the future .

This future

vision included what was known about the state of the
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organization and extrapolated it with added information about
the expected economic, demographic, sociological, and
cultural developments in the future.

In order to accomplish

this the leader demonstrated foresight, hindsight, a world
view, depth of perception, and a peripheral vision where the
school and its community were involved.

With this the leader

revised the iuture vision as new information was added
lManasse, 1985).
The future vision was transmitted to the school
community by the leader through the use of symbols,
persuasion, their own competence, metaphors, and personal
modeling ot the vision.

The personal vision of the leader

dictated strategies that linked the organizational and the
future vision (Manasse, 1985).
Finally, Manasse l1985) stated that the leader had a
strategic vision which linked the reality of the present
situation with the vision for the future.

The leader

developed the strategic vision in order to understand the
change process, and in this understanding developed the
personal vision, organizational vision and future vision.
The visions, once developed, were translated into action.
order to accomplish the strategic vision the leader
continually refined personal, organizational and future
visions.
The skills that the successful leader possessed,
according to Manasse (1985) were the ability to process
information, use diagnostic tools, conceptual knowledge of

In

schools, organizations and the environment, creative thinking
and self-awareness.

These skills, along with a certain

amount of experience and maturity, were needed in order to
develop and implement the visions discussed.
The importance of the principal as an instructional
leader was discussed by Walberg and Keefe (1986) .

They

stated that the principal must have conveyed to the staff a
sense of vision about the human potential."

The principal,

in working with the staff and the students, lead them into
the possibilities that were part of the realm of human
potential.

In addition to holding and sharing the vision for

the school the instructional leader accomplished the job set
before them by the school board and superintendent of the
district.

In order tn do this the instructional leader

determined what was expected of the school by the school
board and the superintendent, set priorities and assessed the
urgency of each priority, established goals and related
tasks, enumerated tasks in terms of the most benefit for time
spent, and delegated to others appropriate tasks.

In

accomplishing this list the principal used time effectively
(Keefe, 1986).
Further, Keefe (1986) stated that the principal and
instructional leader was adept at crisis management.

Crisis

management is accomplished by recognizing the crisis while it
is threatening rather than after it has occurred .

He or she

accepted the responsibility for the crisis and was in charge
of the situation.

A plan was made in advance of the crisis.
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The implementation of the plan began when the crisis
threatened or has just occurred, delegating of some of the
responsibility for the implementation of the plan to a team
was important.

Achievement of closure after the crisis

passed was essential.

This included contacting people and

informing them of how the crisis was resolved.
The establishment of an administrative team by the
principal contributed to the effective use of time and to the
improvement of the educational program in the school as well
as in times of crisis.

The team had responsibility, focus,

goals, and skill in working toward the improvement of
instruction lKeefe, 1986).
The improvement of instruction was the ultimate goal of
the instructional leader.

In order to accomplish this Keefe

(1986) stated that the entire school community was involved
in and had ownership in the improvement process.
accomplished through staff development.

This was

The instructional

leader was the critical resource for effective staff
development.

The improvement of a school through staff

development was a collaborative process which included all
the participants.

It developed collegiality.

The

expectation was that the teachers shared their work wfth
others and improvement was continuous.

In the spirit of

collegiality and improvement the teachers talked with one
another about teaching practices, observed one another,
planned and prepared materials together, taught and learned
from one another lKeefe, 1986).
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According to Keefe,

''Principals who support and implement systematic staff
development programs are exercising one of the most important
elements of instructional leadership (Keefe, 1986:38)"
Lewis (1989) in her article Restructuring America's
Schools

asserted that the principal in the school ''should be

the principal teacher and educational leader of the school
community (Lewis, 1989: 56)."

She continued that principal

and teachers who were actively involved in learning and
dedicated their lives to the education of others had as their
motivation the desire to continue their own learning.
The Council of Chief State School Officers wrote (1989)
that the principal's role in the school was central to the
good or effective school.

With this recognition of the

e~~ential nature of the principal's role in the climate and

academic excellence of the schools there was a tremendous
growth in principals centers, institutes, and academies.

The

underlying emphasis in this article was that the principal's
role was growing and changing.

The instructional leader

became a mediator, negotiator, facilitator, and coordinator
of shared decision-making instead of being primarily a
manager.

This was different than the role that the principal

had previously and the principal centers, institutes and
academies addressed this need tor training of the principals
in the new roles they have undertaken.

CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES
Need
During the 1990-91 school year the Seattle School
District established as one of its district-wide goals to
reduce the disproportionate number of minority students
represented in the academically at-risk populations.

In

striving to meet this goal several models which were
developed to address the needs of the at-risk student and
bring them up to grade level academically were piloted in
several elementary schools in the district.

One of these

models, the Accelerated Schools Project, was implemented at
John Muir Elementary.

Implementation
The purpose of this study was to describe the elements
of the Accelerated Schools project and how it was implemented
in John Muir Elementary School in the Seattle Public School
District, Seattle, Washington.

The description of

the elements included a computer assisted ERIC search,
library research at the Central Washington University Library
and the University of Washington Suzzalo Library, and three
training sessions (two full day, and three evening sessions).
The project described herein was a recording of the
activities undertaken by the administration, teachers, other
staff members, and parents during the first year of
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implementation of the Accelerated Schools program in John
Muir Elementary School, a K-5 elementary school in the
Seattle School District.
Journal articles, books, and published and unpublished
Accelerated School training materials were the sources used
for research.

)
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CHAPTEK 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY
Introduction

The results of the study were presented in this chapter
in two parts.

Part I was an introduction which consisted of

an overview of the goals and procedures for implementing the
Accelerated School model in a building and Part II was a
description of John Muir Elementary, its population and
community and the implementation of the Accelerated Schools
model at John Muir Elementary.

The Program
Accelerated Schools Project was designed to accelerate
the learning of students who had identified as being at-risk
of dropping out of school.

The at-risk populations tended to

come from non-white, Hispanic or immigrant homes.

These

homes tended to have low incomes and parents with little
education.

Most models to improve the performance of

students who were at ris~ of not completing their high school
education were aimed at the high school level.

Most were

remediation models or programs added to the existing program
in the school.

The Accelerated Schools model for educational

reform was neither of these.

Instead, it was a program aimed

at the elementary school and that accelerated the learning of
the students.

The goal of this acceleration was that the

sixth grade at-risk student be at grade level and with the
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academics and self-esteem to go forward in his or her
education successfully.
In order to accomplish this goal the persons who knew
the at-risk students best developed, implemented and
evaluated a program custom fit to the students the school
served.

This was the Accelerated Schools Project model.

The parents of the students, faculty, and staff of the
school developed a unity of purpose, were empowered and built
on the strengths of the school and its students as they first
took stock of the school as it existed and then developed
their dream for the school in the future.

From the dream a

vision statement was written.
Following the development of a vision statement the
participants outlined the steps and elements needed to get
the school from its current situation to the visioned state.
Once this is done the school was ready to put into place
the governance which moved the school from reality to the
vision.

This was done through a governance system which

empowered the faculty, staff, parents, and students to make
decisions tor the school.

These participants in the

educational life of the school knew the students best and how
best to address the needs that the students had.
The governance had three levels.

The uppermost was the

school itselt, under the school was the steering committee,
the cadres or task forces were below this.
With the establishment of the governance system the
participants began working in the cadres with five to seven
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others.

These cadres, usually three or four in a school,

each had a focus to address.

These foci were derived from

the list developed in determining how the school could move
from the current state into the visioned state.

Each of the

foci were measured by how it related to the vision statement
for the school .

It was not valid to implement a change if it

had not strengthened or lead to the vision of the school as
it would be.
Using the Inquiry system the cadres gathered data about
their focus topic.

They looked inward for information and

gathered data from outside about the reasons the problem
existed.

From this data they developed hypotheses about

solutions to the problem.

Again, they looked inward and

outward for the hypothetical solutions.

They selected a

solution or solutions to the problem which the research and
data supported .

This solution was presented to the steering

committee and if needed to the school as a whole.

If the

solution was accepted by the steering committee or school it
was implemented .

If not the cadre developed a revised

solution for consideration.
pilot tested.

The accepted solution was then

When the solution was pilot tested it was the

cadre's responsibility to develop means of evaluating the
success of the solution.

If the solution was successful it

may have been implemented school wide.
the cadre began the process again.
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If it did not succeed

Upon successfully completing the process the cadre was
disbanded, reformed and took up a new question or problem.

Overview of the Pilot School
John Muir Elementary,
Seattle Public Schools,
Seattle, Washington
John Muir Elementary was a pre-school through fifth
grade elementary school.
students assigned to Muir.

There were two hundred-twenty-four
Principal Harry Nelson had a

staff of twelve classroom teachers, six specialists/support
staff, four para-professionals, two clerical, four
itinerants, one social development/family support worker, one
instrumental teacher, one lunchroom worker and two custodians
(thirty-four total staffJ.
33% of the students at John Muir Elementary were
classified as at-risk of academic failure.

Muir Elementary

students were 48% black, 41% white, 3% Filipino, 2% other
Asian,

2% Southeast Asian,

1% Latino, and 1% Native American.

The total population was 59% non-white and 41% white.
46% of the John Muir students qualified for free or
reduced lunches under the federal guidelines for such
services.

8% were serviced in a resource room for

remediation services or were in a self-contained special
education for Learning Disabilities or Behavior Disorders.
48% of the students were classified as Regular Education
students.

41% were Horizon students, a program for able
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learners.

11% were in a Distar program, a direct instruction

program with a specific approach to teaching reading and
math.

Beyond these three programs there were self-contained

primary and intermediate Special Education classes and
Resource Room special education provided.

A full day Early

Childhood Kindergarten as well as a half day Regular
Kindergarten were provided.

The Campi Preschool, a parent

interactive preschool program that had no special
entry criteria, provided for 64 students.
Each April John Muir Regular Education and Horizon
students were given the California Achievement Test. 49% of
the persons taking the test were regular education
students .

41% were Horizon students who usually score above

the bOth percentile in all areas.

Yet, the average CAT

scores for the building were typically average.

Reading

indicated 10% of the students scoring in the 1-3 stanine, 40%
in the 4-6 stanine, 50% in the 7-9 stanine.

On the reading

test 15% of the black students scored in the 1-3 stanine, 63%
in the 4-6 stanine, and 22% in the 7-9 stanine.

On the

reading test 3% of the white students scored in the 1-3
stanine, 22% score in the 4-6 stanine, 73% scored in the 7-9
stanine, 10% of the Asian students scored in the 1-3 stanine,
20% scored in the 4-6 stanine, and 70% scored in the 7-9
stanine.

00% of the Latino students scored in the 1-3

stanine, 42% in the 4-6 stanine, and 53% in the 7-9 stanine,
50% of the Native American students scored in the 1-3 stanine
and 50% in the 4-6 stanine, 00% in the 7-9 stanine.
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Accelerated Schools Project was in its first year of
implementation at John Muir Elementary School.

The following

chronological listing of key events in the implementation
process was prepared as a documentation of administration,
faculty and parent activities during the initial year of
implementation.

Log

of Activities

Spring 199U:
Principal, Nelson attended a workshop on the Accelerated
Schools Project.

Upon his return to the school he prepared a

memo for the staff which included the pertinent elements of
the program.
At a faculty meeting Nelson provided the full staff with
handouts.

The workshop and handouts were described by

Nelson.
The informational papers included the Three Guiding
Principles, Unity of Purpose, Empowerment, and Building on
Strengths.

Also included were the three areas effected by

the acceleration process, curriculum, instruction and
organization.

As a further explanation of how the three

areas ditfer from conventional practices handouts that
compared accelerated schools practices with conventional
practices in the three areas were provided.

A diagram of how

the Inquiry process progresses in the Accelerated Schools
Project model was provided by Nelson.
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A final page condensed

all the information in the previous handouts into a single
sheet.
Nelson requested that three teachers attend an
informational workshop after school.

Cloud, Miklosovik and

Dorland attended.
This informational meeting was hosted by the Seattle
School District Administration for teachers and others
interested in the Accelerated Schools Project.

McKinney,

Office of Academic Achievement, presented the basic elements
and goals of the Accelerated Schools project.

After her

remarks and presentation McKinney answered questions from the
audience.

Kendrick, Superintendent of Seattle Public

Schools, attended and spoke briefly on the Accelerated
Schools Project and answered a few questions. Other
persons from the administrative offices of the district were
present.
Returning to the school Cloud, Miklosovik, and Dorland
recommended to the staff that John Muir Elementary apply to
become an Accelerated School.

The staff concurred.

Nelson

made application to the district for John Muir Elementary to
become an Accelerated School.

June 4, 1990
John Muir Elementary was designated as an Accelerated
School.

In the June 4-8 weekly bulletin Nelson wrote,

will be the Zone II Pilot School for 1990-91.

"Muir

This will be a

wonderful opportunity for us next year to work together to
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make Muir an even better school. ··

September 12, 1991
At the staff meeting it was announced that Levin, his
assistants, Hopfenberg and Soler would be making
presentations to the three Seattle School District
Accelerated Schools Project pilot schools on October 1 , 2
and 3.

October 1, 199CJ
A workshop for the schools piloting the Accelerated
Schools Project was held.

Levin presented the rationale and

elements of the program.

October 2,

1990

Accelerated Learning Consultants, Hopfenberg, Gil and
Soler visited John Muir Elementary.

They observed in

classrooms and interviewed teachers briefly.

They met with

interested parents and made informal presentations to small
groups of teachers and answered questions about the
Accelerated Schools Project.
October 3, 1990
Soler met with the entire staff for a half day workshop.
After a brief presentation of the elements of an Accelerated
School Soler led the staff and parents through the first step
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in becoming an Accelerated School, taking stock of where John
Muir, as a school, was at that time.

October 17, 1990

3:30 p.m.

The staff continued to take stock of the school and
began to envision how the ideal John Muir Elementary would
look and operate.

Following visioning the staff began to

translate the vision into a mission statement and plan how to
move John Muir Elementary from its present state into the
envisioned state.

The staff considered the governance system

for John Muir Elementary as an Accelerated School.

October 17, 1990

7:00 p.m.

At the monthly Parent Teacher Aaaociation meeting Nelson
and Dorland shared the Accelerated Schools Project's current
status and progress.

A video tape on the key elements of

the Accelerated Schools Project was shared with the PTA
parents.

October 24, 1990
The staff continued taking stock of the current state at
John Muir Elementary and refining the vision for the school.
Nelson provided two articles from recent professional
publications for the staff to read prior to the meeting.

One

article by Wells discussed the concept of acceleration of atrisk students rather that remediating them and highlighted
the Accelerated Schools Project and Levin.
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The second

article,

by Patrick, described a grant awarded to the

Accelerated Schools Project by Chevron.

This article

outlined some of the early results in schools using the
Accelerated Schools Project.

November 5-9, 1990
An Accelerated School Process survey was given to each
staff member.

This was to select a time to meet and process

Accelerated Schools taking stock and vision statements.

The

staff elected to meet November 28 between 3:20 and 5:00 p.m.

November 28, 1990
Dorland shared pertinent elements of the literature with
the staff.

Nelson gave an overview of the Accelerated

Schools Project before the staff broke into small groups to
complete the taking stock process.

Meeting as a large group

15 minutes later the large group added to the listings of
current attributes, strengths and challenges found at John
Muir Elementary.

This completed the taking stock.

The vision for John Muir Elementary was discussed.
A meeting with parents was set for January 9, 1991 to
complete the visioning process.

December 3-7, 1990
Staff was reminded of January 9th meeting and the
strategy for effectively including parents in the process was
reviewed.

Each teacher was to invite parents through notes
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home and personally call parents, if possible.

December 10-14, 1990
In preparation for the January 9th meeting Nelson
prepared a flyer for distribution to parents inviting them to
the evening meeting.

An additional sheet was attached to

the flyer reviewing the major elements of the Accelerated
School.
A staff meeting was called before the parent meeting to
review the procedures to be used at the parent meeting.
Teachers were given the flyers for parents and a listing of
all work on taking stock and vision completed to date.

January 7-11, 1991
In the weekly bulletin teachers were given assignments
for facilitating groups during the January 9th parent

meeting.

An outline for the group process and procedures was

included.

January 9, 1991
All teachers, paraprofessionals and office staff were
present.

Parents were welcomed and an Accelerated School was

defined.

Many parents had not attended the staff meetings

previously on Accelerated Schools although they had been
invited.

Because of this a review of the Accelerated Schools

goals and focus was given.

John Muir Elementary's progress
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in the Accelerated Schools Model was shared.

The group split

into small working groups and vision statements were
developed.
Returning to the large group the vision statements were
combined, prioritized and selected as goals.

January 10, 1991
The results of the meeting were compiled, copied and
sent to all participating parents.

January 15, 1991
Announcement of a full day workshop January 28th with
Levin.

Areas of training were to be Teaming with Excellence

and The Inquiry System.
meeting.

Also announced was a January 29th

At this time Soler would discuss various issues

surrounding The Accelerated Schools Project and answer
questions.

January 16, 1991
Johnson, Dorland, and Montgomery, teachers, Hughes,
Benson, and Griffith, parents, Steele, Librarian, and Nelson,
principal, met to write the vision statement.
It read:
Through the combined efforts of our school, home and
community resources, John Muir School will be a place where:
1.

Children love to learn and grow.

7o

2.

A warm and open environment fosters positive selfesteem.

3.

Individuals recognize and appreciate differences in
others.

4.

The legacy of John Muir (the naturalist) continues
in our environmental curriculum.

5.

Children learn academics through enriched activities
and materials designed with their unique
development, learning style and interests
considered.

6.

All children feel their success as the achieve their
full potential.

January 19, 1991
A PTA meeting was held.
was discussed.
shared.

The January 9th parent meeting

The vision writing done January 19th was

The January 28th full day workshop was presented and

several parents committed to attending.
The Accelerated Schools Project's governance was
discussed and the requirements for service were a concern of
parents.

The requirements were very flexible, terms of

service, and the number of participants from the parents and
teachers were negotiable items.
discussed.
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This was shared and fully

January 28, 1991
At this full day workshop on Accelerated Schools Project
Levin presented an overview of the project, its elements, the
research and the preliminary results.
Following this full group meeting for all the Seattle
School District Accelerated Schools and prospective schools
the John Mu~r staff and parents met with Soler.

Soler led

the participants through a process by which the participants
took the vision statement and the prioritized statements from
the January 9th parent meeting and synthesized and formulated
the lists into four categories that would be used to develop
the focus for each of the cadres.

The focus lists were

expanded to outline the problems encompassed by the focus.
For example: The safety focus was expanded to include the
need for a drug-free zone around the school, the need for
safe houses around the school, and adequate lighting.
Each staff and faculty member committed to serving on
one of the four cadres that were created.
The day ended with Levin describing the celebration that
were held in schools as a kickoff to the formal functioning
of the Accelerated School model in the building.

This

celebration has involved students, parents teachers and all
staff.

It was a rejoicing in the expectation of the

acceleration of learning of each student.
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February 4-8, 1991
The weekly bulletin provided a review of the work
accomplished on January 28th.

It set the need to discuss the

results of that meeting and prioritize our goals in each of
the four areas identified at the workshop.

It set the

expectation to discuss the cadres that were formed and how
they will function.

February 11-15, 1991
The weekly bulletin announced a full day workshop on
March 23, 1991 .

February 25 - March 1, 1991
The weekly bulletin set the priorities for the February
27th staff meeting.

The foci were: 1. Prioritize our goals,

2. Choose goals for the cadres, and 3.
serve on.

Select cadres to

A handout on the Inquiry System was provided and

staff was asked to read it by the March 23 full day workshop.

February 27, 1991

At this faculty meeting the vision statement, goals and
vision were discussed.

The goals developed at the January

28th meeting were prioritized.

The staff reaffirmed the

cadre selections that had been made.

The Curriculum and

Instruction cadres were joined into a single cadre.
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A discussion of the March 23rd workshop was undertaken.
The purpose and structure of the day were outlined.

March 23, 1991
This full day workshop was designed to guide the
teachers, parents and other staff members through the Inquiry
System.

This was done through a simulation process.

Groups

of eight considered the problem of parent participation.

The

goal of the exercise was to recognize the difference between
a hypothesis of a solution and a solution to the problem.
Participants progressed through the steps outlined in the
Inquiry Process.
Levin spoke on the Inquiry System and the results other
schools who are in their third or fourth year of
implementation experienced.

He spoke concerning the

organization and functioning of the steering committees and
the cadres.

He gave examples of how the two groups

interacted and came to decisions that effected the school.
During the afternoon session the cadres' goals were
evaluated and reviewed.

The elements set down during the

January 28th meeting were reworded in to problem statements.
Also decided upon were the members of the steeri~g
committee and how the steering committee and the cadres were
to interact.
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March 27, 1991
')

At this faculty meeting the cadres were reviewed and
slightly revised.

Topics that the cadres would address were

reviewed and revised, combining like elements and deleting
redundant or irrelevant items.
A condensation of the vision statement was undertaken.

April 10, 1991
An overview of the Accelerated Schools Project
philosophy and implementation was presented to staff and
parents at this half day workshop.
A majority of the four hours was spent in cadre meetings
where the inquiry process progressed.

Cadres selected their

facilitator, recorder, researcher and other roles.

They

began the process of defining the problems within their focus
area and how to research those problems.

Each group set a

time for their next cadre meeting.
The cadres reported back to the entire group before
dismissing.
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The remainder of the 1990-91 school year:

During the remainder of John Muir Elementary's first
year as an Accelerated School the cadres used the inquiry
system to focus on the problem areas within their particular
focus area.
problem.
problems.

Each cadre hypothesized the reasons for the

They brainstormed concerning solutions to the
They synthesized potential solution-action plans.

They gathered data as to the problems and the solutions.
They prepared to pilot test the solutions that were
recommended for implementation.

They planned the evaluation

of their solutions.

During the 1991-92 school year the process will
continue.

More solutions will be developed to more problems.

At the end of three years the school administration, faculty
and parents will evaluate the progress that John Muir
Elementary made toward becoming the school visioned as the
Accelerated Schools Project began.

At that time the

teachers, parents and other staff will begin the process
again.
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Results of the Program

A survey given to the staff at John Muir Elementary
asked what activities they participated in during 1990-91.
These activities were PTA meetings, workshops and courses
taken in the form of district workshops for credit or not for
credit, university courses, textbook adoption committees and
other general activities.

While all these activities were

not related to the implementation of the Accelerated Schools
Project, these activities contributed to professional
progress and indicated professional commitment of the John
Muir staff.
Twenty-four of the twenty-seven staff members who
worked at John Muir Elementary two or more days per week
returned the survey form.

The survey results for the years

1989-90 and 1990-91 are in the table below:
Return rate:

89%

Total number of meetings times the number of staff members
attending:
1989-90
1990-91
Workshops for credit

33

11.5

University courses

29

14

Workshops not for credit

41

257

PTA meetings

28

26

Other parent meetings

55

63

Textbook adoption committee

0

3

Other School Activities

9

26

Total activities outside
of instructional time

195

83

400.5

During the 1990-91 school year staff members attended an
average or 11 noncredit workshops, 4 parent meetings, 1
district offered class for credit, and 1 university course.
During the 1989-90 school year staff members attended an
average of 2 noncredit district offered workshops, 4 parent
meetings, l~ss than 1 district offered class, and 1 class for
university credit.
During the 1990-91 school year the certificated teaching
staff attended an average of 12 noncredit district offered
workshops, 5 parent meetings, 2 district offered classes for
credit, and 1 university course.

During the 1989-90 school

year the certificated teaching staff attended an average of 2
noncredit district offered workshops, 4 parent meetings, 1
district offered class, and 2 university courses.
During the 1990-91 school year parents were invited
to attend selected faculty meetings and all workshops.
to five parents attended each offering.

One

Parents were asked

to serve on cadres and take part in the decision making
activities that were undertaken during the year.

The

opportunities to attend and serve directly in the decision
making activities of the school were an increase over such
offerings in previous years.
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CHAPTER b

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this project was to describe the elements
of the Accelerated Schools Project and how it was implemented
in John Muir Elementary in the Seattle Public School District
in Seattle, Washington.
The project detailed the elements of the Accelerated
School ~reject as described in relevant literature and
chronicled the activities undertaken by John Muir Elementary
in the Seattle Public School District as the school began the
first year of a proposed six year implementation of the
Accelerated Schools Project.

Conclusions

Conclusions reached as a result of this project were:
1.

Accelerated School Project appears to have the

potential to improve the learning of the at-risk student.

2.

There was an increase in the attendance at noncredit

district sponsored workshops by administrators, teachers and
other staff members at John Muir Elementary during the first
year of implementation of the Accelerated Schools Project.
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3.

Parents attended more faculty meetings and workshops

during the initial year of implementation of the Accelerated
Schools than attended such meeting previously.

Recommendations

1.

The administrators, teachers, other staff, and

parents should continue to implement the Accelerated Schools
Project at John Muir Elementary.
2.

The academic progress of the students should be

monitored to provide data !or the assessment of student
progress toward the goal of having each student functioning
at grade level by the end of grade six.
3.

Further study of the Accelerated Schools Project

should be made as the pilot schools progress toward and reach
the six year implementation phase.

86

REFERENCES

Accelerated Schools Project (1990) . Graphic and materials
for presentation and districbution at workshops and
seminars on Accelerated schools Project.

Acheson, K. A., & Gall, M. D.
Clinical Supervision

(1987). Techniques in the

of Teachers.

White Plains, NY

Longman Inc.

Bachman, M., Spencer, J., Jackson, R., 7 Jackman, J.,
(1988). Rose Park Elementary's site-based/accelerated

school grant.

A grant proposal, questionaire, and

summary written for the Rose Park Elementary
accelerated schools project.

Barnett, B. G.

(1985). Principals creating case studies of

one another: the peer-assisted leadership program.
Peabody Journal of Education, 63(1), 174-186.

Burlingame, M.

(1985). Using a political model to examine

principal's work.

Peabody Journal of Education. ~ll),

120-129.

87

Clark, V. N.

(1985). The effectiveness of case studies in

training principals, using the deliberative orientation.
Peabody Journal of Education • .Q..Q.(1), 187-195.

Cuban, L.

(1985). Principaling: images and roles.

Peabody

Journal of Education, .Q..Q.(1), 107-119.

Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (1990).
Overview of the Missouri accelerated schools project. A
brochure prepared for distribution to interested
individuals.

Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, Missouri
Public Schools (1990).

Overview of the Missouri

Accelerated Schools Project.

A report prepared for

distribution by the Missouri Comissioner of Education.

Dwyer, D. C.

(1985). Understanding the principal's

contribution to instruction. Peabody Journal of
Education, 63(1), 3-15.

Dwyer, D. C.

(1985). Introduction.

Peabody Journal of

Education, 63(1), 1-2

Dwyer, D. C.

(1985). Frances Hedges: a case study of

instructional leadership.
Education, 63(1), 19-8b.

88

Peabody Journal of

Etlin, M.

(1990).

Don't remediate: Accelerate.

NEA Today,

il.14, 6.

Gorton, R. A. (1983) . School Administrtion and Supervision.
Dubuque, IA:

Greenfield, W. D.

Wm .

C.

Brown Company Publishers.

(1985). Moral, social, and technical

dimentions of the principalship. Peabody Journal of
Education, 63(1), 130-149.

Heelen, A.

(1990). What do you mean--our school's adopted?

Were we orphaned?

Accelerated Schools.

13, 2.

Hopfenberg, W. S., Levin, H.M., Meister, G., & Rogers, J.
(1990).

Accelerated schools for at-risk youth.

Unpublished materials provided to principals
implementing the accelerated schools model in Seattle
Public Schools, Seattle, WA

Hopfenberg, W. S., Levin, H. M., Meister, G., & Rogers, J.
(1990).

Toward Accelerated Middle Schoo l s . A report

prepared for the "Project to develop accelerated middle
schools for at-risk youth."

Hoy, W. K., Miskel, C. G.
Administration.

(1987).

Educational

New York, NY : Random House.

89

Illinois Network of Accelerated Schools (1990).
Schools assumptions and principles.

Accelerated

Paper distributed

interested individuals.(Available from Illinois State
Board of Education).

Illinois State Board of Education (1990).
accelerated school.

Planning for an

A paper prepared for presentation

at a two day workshop of educators at the Illinois
Network of Accelerated Schools.

Illinois State Board of Education (1990).

Illinois Network

of Accelerated Schools. A brochure prepared for
distribution to interested individuals.

Illinois State Board of Education (1990).

Illinois

Accelerated Schools Initiative: Strategic Plan-Executive Summary.

A paper prepared by the Illinois

State Board of Education for presentation to interested
individuals.

Jones, J. E.

t1989). Changing needs for a changing future:

the need for educational leadership.Keynote address
before the leadership seminar on special programs of the
Texas Education Agency (Austin, TX, June 14, 1989).

90

Kindred, L. W., Bagin, D., & Gallagher, D. R.
School and Community Relations.

(1984).

The

Englewood Cliffs, NJ:

Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Levin, H. L.

(1988). Structuring schools for greater

effectiveness with educationally disadvantaged or arrisk students.

Presented at the American Educational

Research Association annual meeting, New Orleans, LA,
April 7, 1988 and prepared for the Commission on Public
School Administration and leadership of the Association
of California School Administrators.

Levin, H. M.

(1988). Accelerated schools for at-risk

students.

A paper prepared for Center for Policy

Research in Education.

Levin, H. M.

(1989). Financing the education of at-risk

students.

Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis,

1..L..(1), 47-60.

Levin, H. M.

(1990). Building school capacity for effective

teacher empowerment: applications to elementary schools
with at-risk students.

Unpublished manuscript

presented to principals implementing the accelerated
schools model in Seattle Public Schools, Seattle, WA

91

Levin, H. M.

(1989). Accelerated schools after three Years.

Paper prepared for Genter for Educational Research at
Stanford University.

Levin, H. M.

(1987).

students.

Levin, H. M.

Accelerated schools for disadvantaged

Educational Leadership, 44 (6), pp. 19-21.

(1987).

New schools for the disadvantaged.

Teacher Education Quarterly, 1.i(4), 60-83.

Levin, H. M.

(1986). Educational reform for disadvantaged

students: as emerging crisis. A paper prepared for the
National Education Association.

Levin, H. M., Accelerated Schools:
risk students.

a new strategy for at-

An unpublished paper for the use of

principals who are implementing the accelerated
schools model.
Levin, H. M., Conference on accelerating the education of atrisk students.

Unpublished letter prepared for

presentation at the Conference of accelerating the
learning of at-risk students.

Undated.

Levin, H. M., Putting educational decision making back where
it belongs: at the local school. Excerpt from a paper
Teacher/student/parent empowerment and the accelerated
school. Undated.

92

Levin. H. M., Don't remediate: accelerate,

Summary of

Conference Keynote Address, Conference on accelerating
the education of at-risk students.

Lewis, A.

Undated.

(1998). Restructuring America's schools.

Arlington VA : AASA publications.

Litchfield, D. J.

(1985).

instructional leader,

If you want me to be an
just tell me what an

instructional leader does.

~abody Journal of

Education, 63(1), 202-205 .

Magett, D.

(1990).

A message to the Illinois network of

accelerated schools from Dr. Dorothy Magett, Associate
Superintendent, state board of education.
Schools.

Manasse, A. L.

Accelerated

13

t1985). Vision and leadership: paying

attention to intention. Peabody Journal of Education,
63(1), 150-173.

McWalters, P.

(1988). New realities for new rules. School

Administrator, 45(N8), 13-15.

Mt. Baker View t1990J.
Children.

Tutors Sought for "At Risk"

(12) 2 .

93

National Commission of Excellence in Education.

(1983).

A

nation at risk: The imperative for educational reform.

Nelson, H. Two day workshop (The theme was
School'').

"The Accelerated

Memorandum to staff members. Spring 1990.

Nelson, H., & Staff (1990). John Muir Elementary: 1989-1991
"School improvement goals."

A manual outlining

district goals, how John Muir Elementary will meet the
goals, and current data outlining the population,
academic acheivement, integration model, community
resources, PTA budgets and other school related
materials. Fall 1990.

Nelson, H. , John Muir "Accelerated School."

Letter home to

parents dated 12/20/90.

Patrick, C.

(1990). $1.45 million grant will enable

Accelerated Schoolst to expand.

New York Times.

Patterson, J. L., Purkey, S. C ., & Parker J. V.

(1986).

Productive School Systems for a Nontraditional World .
Alexandria, VA: ASCD Publications.

Peterson, J. M.

(1989).

Remediation is no remedy.

Educational Leadership.

46(6), 24-25.

94

Peterson, K. D.

(1985).

Vision and problem finding in

principal's work: values and cognition in
administration.

Peabody Journal of Education, .Q.Q.(1),

87-106.

Polkinghorn Jr., R., & Owens, R.,

(1990). Implementing the

accelerated school: issues in local leadership.
Unpublished paper prepared for presentation at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Boston, MA.

Schaeffer, Robert. The School as a Center of Inquiry p.59.

Sizer, T.

(1985). Horace's compromise:

American high school.

The dilema of the

Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin

Company.

Staff Collaboration (1990). Gavin school accelerates.
Accelerated Schools.

13, 3.

Strickler, H., & Laughery, R.

(1990).

Risk" Children in our community.

Tutors Sought for ''At
A letter to

parishoners of the Mt. Park Presbyterian Church. Nov.
1990.

95

Success for all in a new century:

A report by the council of

chief state school officers on restructuring education.
Council of chief state school officers, Washington D.C.
(1989).

Thoms, G. H.

(1985). Will the real instructional leader

please stand up?

Peabody Journal of Education, .Q.Q.(1),

196-201.

Walberg, H. J. and Keefe, J. W.

(1986). Rethinking reform:

the principal's dilemma. A special report of the NASSP
Curriculum Council.

Wells, A. S.

(1989).

For

slow learners,

curriculum. New York Times, May 31.

96

an

accelerated

APPENDIX A
Timeline for implementation of Accelerated Schools
Features of Accelerated Schools
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Features of Accelerated School for Disadvantaged
School-Based Governance
Decisions which effect the school are made by
administration, staff and parents within the
latitude set by the school district.
Clear Goals
Students, parents and staff have goals which
relate to school purpose and activities.
Goals are set by staff, parents and others
participating.
Pupil Assessment
Students assessed at entry with plan for
meeting school goals.
Periodic assessment for
accountability and diagnostic purposes.
Nutrition and Health
School to work with families and social
service agencies to diagnose and address
nutritional and health care needs of students.
Curriculum
Language based in all subjects including
mathematics.
ApplicRtion to thA dRily livA~
of students.
Writing to begin in the primary
grades. Substantial time given to the arts and
physical activities.
Instructional Strategies
Stresses effective use of time and appropriate
pacing of learning.
Use of peer tutoring,
cooperative learning, computer assisted
instruction and homework is advocated.
Comm.unity Resources
Stresses use of adult tutors, businesses
providing personnel and other resources, and
social service agencies addressing basic needs
of the families.
Parental Participation and Training
Parents are to agree to affirm the goals of
the accelerated school and the obligations
that go with it.
Parents are given
opportunities of interact with the program.
and receive training.
Extended Session
After school session for rest, physical
activities, the arts, tutoring and homework.
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Timeline for Implementation of Accelerated Schools

Year One
Gather data about school
Prepare vision statement
Write goals
Learn to work in teams, if needed
Years One, Two, and Three
Implement goals
Meet goals
As goals are met, set new goals
Year F'our
Evaluate progress
Develop a new three year plan
Years Four, Five, and Six
Implement goals
Meet goals
As goals are met, set new goals
Year Six
Evaluate progress
Develop a new three year plan
Students who entered in Year One exit
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APPENDIX B
Survey of Staff
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I'm writing a thesis describing whet
we've been doing ct Nui r in the

Ac eel erated Schools Project. I need
to 1nc1uae act1v1ttes oes1aes our
faculty meetings this year. I need to
compare it with the activities we
did lesst year. I will use total counts
not i ndi vi dual names.
Pl ease do tht s as soon ess you cBn
end .1 wi 11 be grateful for weeks and
· bake something for the facultu room!

I have attended the following activities: (Indicate o number .. pleose)
School year

1990-91

Workshops for credit
PTA meeting(s)
... ~rent t1eeting(s) eg. Open house
Jon. 9 .. 1991 meeting

.,d

University courses
Workshop or inservice noncredit

Textbook adoption commit tee(s)
Other (describe., plense)
Title of courses or workshops:

How have you used the courses in your clnssroom?

Plnns for future courses or workshops:

Please note: Clip art on this page was redacted due to copyright concerns.
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